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newspaper, rendered the corporation liable in criminal proceedings under a 
United States statute. 

That a corporation is not indictable for manslaughter or assault and 
battery, as these crimes involve an offense against the person, has received 
the sanction, of the courts in Comm. v .Punxsutawney R. Co. (1900), 24 Pa. 
Co. Ct. 25; Comm. v. III. Cent. RR. Co. (1913). 152 Ky. 320; Queen v. Gt. 
West Laundry Co. (1900), 3 Can. Crim. Cas. 514. In the Pennsylvania case 
the court held that while a corporation is liable civilly for assault and bat- 
tery committed by an employee, it cannot be indicted criminally for such a 
crime nor for manslaughter, saying "some courts have shown a tendency 
to enlarge on the criminal liability of corporations, but no court has gone 
as far as we are urged to go in this case." In People v. Rochester Ry. Co., 
195 N. Y. 102, the court refused to hold a corporation for manslaughter, but 
this was based on the peculiar wording of the New York statute defining 
manslaughter as the killing in a certain way "of one human being by 
another," and it was decided that the word "another" could only mean 
"another person" in the ordinary sense. 

In contrast to these cases we find Union Colliery Co. v. Queen (1900), 
31 Can. S. C. 81, in which a corporation was held liable for manslaughter 
under a statute, and the common law penalty of a fine inflicted, as the statute 
omitted any penalty, and the principle case in which the New Jersey court, 
relying on a line of cases holding a corporation indictable for maintaining 
a nuisance, holds a corporation indictable for voluntary or involuntary man- 
slaughter, thus going as far as the Pennsylvania court refused to go in the 
earlier case. The explanation of these modern decisions is given by Justice 
Bigelow in Comm. v. New Bedford Bridge, supra, that with the great increase 
of corporations in modern society "the tendency of the more recent cases 
in courts of the highest authority has been to extend the application of all 
legal remedies to corporations, and assimilate them as far as possible, in 
their legal duties and responsibilities, to individuals." W. C. O'K. 



Married Women— Husband's Right to Wife's Services and to Her 
Earntncs. — A Michigan statute passed in 1911 (Laws of 1911, ch. 196; Comp. 
Laws 1915, § 11478) provided that a married woman should be "entitled to 
* * * earnings acquired * ** * as the result of her personal efforts." A mar- 
ried woman, before 191 1, had worked as housekeeper for X and had con- 
tinued to work for him after 191 1; on' his death she filed a claim against his 
estate for her services during the whole period. Held, she could not recover 
for the period before 191 1, as her services and earnings prior to that date 
belonged to her husband. In re Mayer's Estate (1920), 210 Mich. 188, 177 
N. W. 488. 

Plaintiff and her husband were working on a farm belonging to defendant. 
Plaintiff did the house work, made butter, and took care of the chickens. 
She sued defendant for the value of her services after the passage of the 
Act of 191 1. Held, that her services were rendered as a member of her 
husband's family, in her husband's home, and were the ordinary services 
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a farmer's wife renders in his own home. As the Act of 191 1 refers not to 
such services but to earnings in a separate business carried on by her, or to 
services performed by her for others than her husband, she can therefore 
not recover. Sorensen v. Sorensen (1920), 211 Mich. 429, 179 N. W. 256. 

The husband's right to his wife's earnings, unquestioned at common 
law (Prescott v. Brown, 23 Me. 305), has been abolished by statute in most 
states. The Michigan statute cited above was enacted soon after the decision 
in Root v. Root, 164 Mich. 638, which followed the common law rule. Dif- 
ferences in the phrasing of the various statutes have led to some contrariety 
of decision, but generally the distinction is made, as in the two principal 
cases, between earnings and services ; the former belong to the wife, the 
latter to the husband. The question is usually presented in two types of 
cases : first, in cases of personal injury to the wife, where it must be decided 
whether the wife or the husband is entitled to recover for the wife's inability 
to work; second, in cases where the husband has conveyed property to the 
wife, in payment for her services, and his creditors attack the conveyance 
as voluntary and fraudulent. The wife was held entitled, under such statutes, 
to recover for her loss of ability to work, in Millmore v. Boston Elev. Co., 
198 Mass. 370 (whether she had ever worked or not) ; Green v. Muskegon 
&c. Co., 171 Mich. 18 (where she ran a boarding-house) ; and Texas & P. 
Ry. Co. v. Humble, 181 U. S. 57. And it is generally held, under such cir- 
cumstances, that the husband cannot recover for the loss of the wife's earn- 
ings outside the home, but that he may recover for the loss of her services 
in the home; this distinction was made in Riley v. Lidtke, 49 Neb. 139; 
Gregory v. Oakland, &c, Co., 181 Mich. 101 ; and Blair v. Seitner, &c., Co., 
184 Mich. 304. But it is sometimes held that if the wife is working for the 
husband, even though outside the home (as, for instance, helping him in 
his business), he may recover for the loss of such services. Standen v. 
Penna. R. Co., 214 Pa. St. 189; Georgia, &c, Co. v. Tice, 124 Ga. 459. In 
cases of the second class — fraudulent conveyances — it has generally appeared 
that the wife's industry was pretty clearly in the nature of services, and 
conveyances based thereon have been set aside as voluntary. Coleman v 
Barr, 93 N. Y. 17; Dempster Mill Co. v. Bundy, 64 Kans. 444; Milkman v. 
Arthe, 221 Fed. 134, commented on in 14 Mich. L. Rev. 62. And the same 
result was reached in a recent case in Michigan, even though the wife's 
work was done in connection with the husband's business and a part of it 
was done after the passage of the 1911 statute. Heme v. Rogatsky, 199 Mich. 
558. On the other hand, many cases uphold conveyances made under similar 
circumstances. Carse v. Reticker, 95 Iowa 25; McNaught v. Anderson, 78 
Ga. 499; Ford Lumber Co. v. Curd, 150 Ky. 738. E. H. 



